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The history of the Cilician Armenian Principality and Kingdom, as 
being one of the most important chapters in Armenian history, is equally 
valuable in the context of political and cultural history of the Middle and 
the Near East. The new home of the re-creation of Armenian statehood 
was located at one of the crossroads of the West and the East and there- 
fore became a rather active participant of the Crusader movement, the 
Mongol expeditions, and the complicated interrelations of Christian and 
Moslem political powers which to significant extent were decisive for 
its historical fate. The three hundred years long existence of the Arme- 
nian state in Cilicia was marked not only by the creation of abundant 
cultural heritage, but it also had a momentous contribution to the history 
of political interrelations of the Middle East. For the in-depth and com- 
plex analysis of these relations the preserved historiographical material 
is of vital importance not merely as major source of information; the 
examination of nomenclature, titulature, terminology and even the sepa- 
rate study of obsolete words and borrowings encountered in it, can also 
add a lot to our perceptions. An illustrative example of this is the Arme- 
nian title *t'agavor" (arm. *king") widely utilized in the Medieval Mus- 
lim Historiography. 

The word **t'agavor" is obviously of Armenian origin and consists of 
the word root *t'ag", (of Persian origin, i. e. *crown") and the forma- 
tive suffix “(a)vor”, which has the meaning of possess, i. e. "t'agakir"- 
possessing a t'ag, the one who wears a crown, coronate, king. This ety- 
mological derivation was suggested by the outstanding scholar of 
Armenian studies H. Hübschmann in the 19th century!. In the “Cilician 


! H. Hübschmann, Armenische Grammatik: I Theil. Armenische Etymologie, Leipzig, 
Druck und Verlag von Breitkopf & Hartel, 1897, S. 153. 
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era” the word was borrowed by the Syriac, Arabic, Persian and Turkish 
languages’. However, this version of etymological interpretation of the 
word was not the only accepted one for a long time?. For instance, J. Zenker 
and other ones were of the opinion that the word *'takfür" originated from 
gradual distortion (Nikfür»Takfür) of the Byzantine emperor's name 
(Nicephorus II Phocas, r. 963-969). Surely, this kind of hypothesis for 
the etymology of the word is absolutely erroneous, as the emperor's name 
was transliterated as Niqfür and not Nikfür by Muslim historians". 

As an initial proof for his assumption about the word "t'agavor" as 
being a direct borrowing in Turkish language, Kraelitz-Greifenhorst sug- 
gested the fact that the title was surely well-known to the Seljuq Turks 
of Rüm (Iconium) from the inscriptions on Armenian-Seljuq bilingual 
coins. Notwithstanding my agreement to this statement, I do think that 
the word is a little earlier borrowing and it penetrated into the Turkish 
language as a result of Armenian-Seljuq relations just after the formation 
of the Armenian kingdom, i.e. at the beginnings of XIII century. In virtue 
of Turkish elements of Near East and Asia Minor, the title was spread 
over the emperors of Trebizond as well as other Christian rulers of the 
region®. Thus, the word *t'agavor" is probably a direct borrowing for both 
Turkish and Arabic languages. Moreover, it had a much broader applica- 
tion areas in Turkish. In addition to historiography it penetrated into 
Turkish folklore (epics, legends) lexicon’, as opposed to Arabic, in case 
of which the word was employed exclusively in historical literature and 


2 Hr. Aéatyan, Hayeren armatakan baiaran (Etymological Dictionary of Armenian 
roots), vol. 2, Erevani hamalsarani hrataraké'utyun, 1973, p. 136. 

3 For other etymological derivations suggested for the term, see ibid., pp. 135-136. 

^ J. T. Zenker, Türkisch-Arabisch-Persisches Handwórterbuch, Heft I, Leipzig, Verlag 
von Wilhelm Engelmann, 1862, S. 304. 

5 Fr. Kraelitz-Greifenhorst, Armenische Lehnwórter im Türkischen (Fr. fon Krélic*- 
Grayfenhorst, Hayerene p'oxaieal barer t'urk'ereni mej) // Handes Amsorya, Vienna, 
1911, p. 263; Acaryan, Hayeren armatakan baiaran, vol. 2, p. 136. 

€ O. Vil'Cevskij [Review], Kniga moego deda Korkuta, Oguzskij geroiceskij épos // 
Sovetskaja étnografija, 1963, Ne 5, p. 173. The aspects of significance of the term for 
Byzantine-Turkish and in general Byzantine-Muslim relations are beyond the scope of the 
present study, as they have already been enough examined by A. Savvides (A. Savvides, 
On the origins and connotation of the term “tekfur” in Byzantine-Turkish relations // 
Byzantion 71.2, 2001, pp. 451-461 and idem., Tekfur // The Encyclopaedia of Islam (New 
edition), vol. 10 (T-U), Brill, Leiden, 2000, pp. 413-414) and R. Sukurov, Velikié Komniny 
i Vostok (1204-1461), pod redakciej S. P. Karpova, Aletejja, St. Petersburg, 2001, pp. 48-50). 

7 Kniga moego deda Korkuta, Oguzskij geroiceskij épos, per. V. V. Bartol’da, 
Izdatel'stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, Moskva-Leningrad, 1962, pp. 48, 50, 73, 95; Savvides, 
On the origins, pp. 456-457. On another narrative reflecting the oral traditions of Ogüz 
Turks, see below, p. 77. 
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was applied to Armenian monarchs of Cilicia, as well as to Greek emper- 
ors of Byzantium? and Trebizond. It is worth to note that the word takfür 
is preserved in a number of Turkish place names as well (for example, 
Tekirdag, Tekir-gólü, Tekfur-saray)’. 

The title *t'agavor Hayoc*” (“king of Armenia") was one of the most 
popular and common titles attributed to the Armenian kings of Bagratid 
and Arsacid dynasties. The other commonly used ones of Bagratid titu- 
lature were *ark'a Hayoc” (“king of Armenia"), “Sah[a]nSah” (“king 
of kings") and “tiezerakal” (“Master of the Universe"). The Arab chron- 
iclers, as Aram Ter-Levondyan showed, just copied the forms of “ark‘a 
hayoc” and “t‘agavor hayoc” and used to call Bagratid kings as “malik 
al-arman" 9, “If during Ashot I or Smbat I’s reign, when Armenia was a 
centralized and a united, powerful kingdom, Bagratid rulers used the titles 
of “arka Hayoc*” and *t'agavor Hayoc' ev Vrac^" (“King of Armenians 
and Georgians”) as well as “Tiezerakal’’, starting from the twenties of 
X century till mid XI century, when the Armenian kingdom was less cen- 
tralized, “ Sah[a]nSah” also penetrated into common usage. The primary 
reason for this was that the provincial lords also started to use the title 
"t'agavor"!!, Nevertheless, cases of employment of the term t'agavor/ 
takfür about the Bagratid kings or the mentioned provincial rulers, are not 
encountered in the Arabic historiography of the period. There is there- 
fore every reason to suppose, that the title was incorporated into the vocab- 
ulary of diplomatic relations of the Middle East quickly after the formation 
of the Armenian Kingdom in Cilicia. 

In 1198 with the coronation of Lewon I, the Cilician Armenian state, 
obtaining a new international legal status, entered a new historical and 
political phase. Immediately after his coronation, King Lewon, through 


e 


e 


8 In 19" century another erroneous viewpoint was carried forward by some researchers 
which suggested that takfür was adopted by Muslim historians for being accordant to 
fagfür (bagbür), by which Muslim chroniclers used to call the Chinese Emperors (Takfür, 
the great infidel king in the West; Fagfür, the great infidel king in the East). See The book 
of Ser Marco Polo, The Venetian, concerning the Kingdoms and Marvels of the East, 
vol. 2, tr. and ed. by C. H. Yule, London, 1871, p. 110, note 1. On a peculiar case of usage 
of the term, see Travels of Ibn Battüta, A. D. 1325-1354, ed. by H. A. R. Gibb, Hakluyt 
Society, London, 1958, p. 488; Savvides, On the origins, pp. 455-456, Acaryan, Hayeren 
armatakan bararan, vol. 2, pp. 136-137. 

? Tbid., p. 136, Savvides, On the origins, p. 453. 

10 See A. Ter-Eevondyan, Hatpati araberen arjanagrut'yuno ev Bagratuni t'agavorneri 
titlosnero // Lraber hasarakakan gitut'yunneri, 1979, Ne 1, p. 75; idem., Armenija i Arab- 
skij Xalifat, Erevan, 1977, p. 238, 248; K. Juzba$jan, Armjanskie gosudarstva époxi 
Bagratidov i Vizantija IX-XI vv., Nauka, Moskva, 1988, pp. 70-71. 

!! Ter-Eevondyan, Halpati araberen arjanagrut yuno, p. 76. 


64 G. DANIELYAN 


royal decrees, official correspondence and coin inscriptions, put into cir- 
culation the title *t'agavor amenayn Hayoc*” (“King of All Armenians”’)!”, 
the main message of which -as it is defined by L. Ter-Petrosyan- was 
addressed simultaneously both to the outer world and to the internal 
Armenian environment" P, Hereinafter the title *t'agavor Hayoc*” became 
one of the means of acknowledgement and identification of the Armenian 
state in the international political arena. Here, of course, we mean the 
term “bilad takfür" (1. e. “Country of the takfür") which was one of the 
names by which the Arab chroniclers used to refer to the Cilician Kingdom 
of Armenia, which will be touched upon below. Nonetheless, I believe that 
the Muslim historians had much more urgent and from the viewpoint of 
Islamic ideology much more logical reasons for adoption and employ- 
ment of the Armenian title. The fact of the matter is that Cilicia due to 
its strategic significance had become a bone of contention between the 
Arabs and the Byzantine Empire during the five centuries or so of the 
confrontation of the latters. From time to time by re-conquering this land 
and assuming its control over the barely passable gorges (Cilician Gates) 
of Mountainous Cilicia in particular, one of the sides got definite advan- 
tage over its rival. No wonder that the Arabs sometimes called Cilicia 
“bilad al-Durüb" (Country of Mountain Passes)'*. To protect the external 
frontiers of Islam and to ensure safety of the territories bordering with 
the enemy state, in this case with Byzantium (dawahi al-Rtim), elongated 
lines of fortifications were organized along the borderline, which were 
called “tagr” (pl. "tugür"). 

Of vital importance for the Arabs was especially the frontier line of 
fortresses called tugür al-Sàm (“The Syrian line of Fortifications") which 
protected the Southern pass of the Taurus Mountains involving the three 
main fortresses of Cilicia-Tarsus, Msis (Mopsuestia, Mamistra) and 


12 [ agree to the opinion that this title originated by analogy to the already existing title 
of “Catholicos of All Armenians”. See Bozoyan A., Kat'olikos hayoc“ titlosi norovi 
enkalumo Bagratunyac  t'agavorut' yan ankumic* heto // Hayastano ev Kristonya Arevelko, 
xmbagrut'yamb P. Muradyani, Erevan, 2000, pp. 160-161; L. Ter-Petrosyan, Xac' akirnera 
ev hayera, vol. 2, Patma-k'atak'agitakan hetazotutyun, Erevan, 2007, p. 196. 

13 [bid. 

14 Yaqit al-Hamawi, Mu‘gam al-buldan, š. 2, Dar Sadir, Bayrüt, 1977, s. 447; ibn 
al-Atir, al-Kamil fi al-tarth, š. 10, bitahqiq Muhammad Yüsuf Daqqàq, Dar al-Kutub 
al-‘Ilmiyya, Bayrüt, 2003, s. 469; al-‘Umari, Kitab al-Ta'rif bi al-mustalah al-Sarif, Matba‘at 
al-‘Asima, al-Qahira, 1894, s. 40; ibn Haldün, al-Tarth, &. 5, bitahqiq Halil Sahada wa 
Suhayl Zakkar, Dar al-Fikr, Bayrüt, 2000, s. 480; al-“Ayni, ‘Iqd al-guman fi tarth ahl 
al-zaman, &. 3, bitahqiq Mahmüd Rizq Mahmüd, Dar al-kutub wa al-wata'iq al-qawmiyya, 
al-Qahira, 2007, s. 179. 
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Adana!>. Hence, being the possessors of Cilicia not in the far past, the 
Muslims could not conform with the overlordship of the Armenians in a 
region that was once considered to be an integral part of Dar al-Islam 
(“Home of Islam") and its defensive outpost against the infidels!^. 
Al-‘Umart (d. 1349), an Arab author of the XIV century, gives the 
following lucid explanation to intolerant attitude and bitter hostility of the 
Muslims towards the Armenians: “And finally their (Armenians) alle- 
giance was to the rest of the Seljuq kings of Rüm (libaqiyyat al-mulük 
al-salagiqa bi al-Rüm), and there was well established poll-tax (gizya) 
and well-known obedience on them, and there were governors-overseeers 
(al-"ummal wa al-Sihant “ala al-bilad) ordained by the Seljuq king until that 
state weakened... this was what the cursed (the Armenian king) was serv- 
ing for. And his birdie turned into an eagle, and his perjuries became fre- 
quent ... and he conquered these countries and took the possession of them 
and gradually reducing the Seljuq inheritance obtained it" 7. Al-QalqaSandt 
(d. 1418) also, calling a spade a spade, explicitly explains the motive of 
that kind of treatment. “So, under caliphs it (Cilicia) used to be called 
"Country of border fortifications" and was under the possession of the 
Muslims" !8,-the historian begins his speech with these words and sums 
up with the following: “and he used to be called mutamallik Sis (“the 


15 See ibn Hurdazbih, al-Masalik wa al-Mamalik, Baril, Laydan, 1889, s. 99-100; 
Qudamat ibn Ga'far, Kitab al-Hará wa sinà'at al-kitaba, bitahqiq Muhammad Husayn 
al-Zubaydi, Bagdad, 1981, s. 186; Yaqiit al-Hamawi, Mu‘gam, š. 2, s. 79; idem., Kitab 
al-Mustarik wad'an wa muftariq saq'an, al-tab'a al-taniya, * Alam al-Kutub, Bayrüt, 1986, 
s. 87; Abū al-Fida', Taqwim al-buldan (Géographie d'Aboulféda, ed. M. Reinaud et 
W. Mac Guckin de Slane, Paris, 1840), s. 234-235; al-Dimaáqi, Nuhbat al-dahr fi 'aga'ib 
al-barr wa al-bahr (Cosmographie de Chems-ed-Din Abou Abdallah Mohammed ed- 
Dimichqui, ed. M. A. F. Mehren, Saint-Petersbourg, 1866), s. 214. 

16 'The region was of same significance for the Byzantine Empire too. For a more 
detailed discussion of the tugür, see C. E. Bosworth, al-Thughur; 1. In the Arab-Byzantine 
frontier region // The Encyclopaedia of Islam (New edition), vol. 10 (T-U), E. J. Brill, 
Leiden, 2000, pp. 446-447; idem., The city of Tarsus and the Arab-Byzantine frontiers in 
Early and Middle *Abbasid times // Oriens, vol. 33, 1992, pp. 268-286; M. Bonner, The 
naming of the frontier: “Awasim, Thughür, and the Arab geographers // BSOAS, vol. 57.1, 
1994, pp. 17-24; Sabir Muhammad Diyab, al-Muslimün wa gihaduhum didda al-Rüm fī 
Arminya wa al-tugür al-Gazariyya wa al-Samiyya hilala al-qarn al-rabi “al-higri, Maktabat 
al-Salam al-"Alamiyya, al-Qahira, 1984; as well as H. Nalbandyan, Arabakan albyurnero 
Hayastani ev harevan erkrneri masin: Yakut al-Hamawi, Abul-Fida, ibn Shaddad, Erevan, 
1965, pp. 151-152, Ter-Gevondjan, Armenija, pp. 153-154; idem., Arabakan sahmanayin 
amrutyunneri gotin (Sulur) // Patma-banasirakan handes, 1981, Ne 2, pp. 134-149 and 
Sa'id “Abd al-Fattah "Asür, Buhüt wa dirasat fi tarth al-'usür al-wusta, al-Qahira, 1977, 
s. 225-227. 

1 A]-*Umari, al-Ta' rif, s. 55-56. 

18 Al-QalqaSandi, Subh al-A‘8a, &. 8, al-Matba'a al-Amiriyya, al-Qahira, 1915, s. 29-30. 
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ruler of Sis") and not malik Sis (“the king of Sis") first and foremost 
because it (the country of Sis) was initially under the possession of the 
Muslims, and only after the above mentioned Armenian ruler rushed and 
conquered it from the Muslims. [All] praise is [due] to Allah, that He 
returned it to the Muslims and strengthened (confirmed) it within the 
Islamic kingdoms” ”. 

Such comments of the Arab chroniclers come to prove that judging from 
the denying position of the legitimacy of Armenian king’s power in Cilicia 
it was more advantageous to call Armenian sovereigns in any way but not 
*malik"??, Here, in fact, the title takfür came to help the Muslim chroni- 
clers as a proper term, which, figuratively speaking, served as a unique 
kaleidoscope to depict the false image of the official attitude towards the 


19 [bid., p. 33. Cf., ibid., vol. 4, pp. 130-131. Even in the cases when the Arabic- 
writing historians talk about the strengthening of the Armenian state of Cilicia in the 
context of Armenian-Muslim partnership as it was in case of Prince Mleh (r. 1170-1175) 
and Nür al-Din Zangi (r. 1146-1174), they write about it either with great regret or try to 
justify the Atabek by all means considering his position as foresight and a step dictated 
by the political situation, which was, in fact, true to a considerable extent. For example, 
ibn al-Dawadari, citing another historian Imad al-Din al-Isfahani, whose work *al-Barq 
al-Sàmi" reached us only through al-Bundari’s abridgement, talks about the events of the 
time in the following way. “This country [in the past] used to be under the domination of 
the ruler of Rim, but Malih ibn Lawun (Lewon’s son Mleh) conquered it. This happened 
due to the the fact that al-Malik al-“Adil Nir al-Din al-Sahid was relying on him and assist- 
ing him to achieve his goals, Nur al-Din, Allah have mercy upon him, thereby intended to 
give authority to infidels to fight against disbelievers” (sallata al-kafara “ala al-fagara). He 
was making him strong against the neighbouring Franks. And when Malīh ibn Lawun 
strengthened his country, the King of Rim sent one of his relatives named Andruniqus 
with a massive army against him. Malrh met him [in a battle] and defeated him utterly 
(kasarahu kasratan sani atan) and captured thirty of their commanders. This battle took place 
at the end of Rabi‘ al-Ahir (20 November 1172-19 December 1172) of the year 568 A. H.. 
When Nür al-Din al-Sahid learned about it, he sent gifts to Malih. Then he sent a letter to 
Bagdad, praising his deed to the Caliph and telling that Malth was one of the subjects of 
Nür al-Din al-Sahid. Thereafter the House of this takfür grew stronger in this country 
instead of Nar al-Din al-Sahid". See ibn al-Dawadari, Kanz al-durar wa éàmi* al-gurar, 
š. 8, bitahqiq Ulrih Harman, al-Qahira, 1971, s. 180. Cf., Abū Sama, Kitab al-Rawdatayn, 
&. 2, bitahqiq Ibrahim Sams ad- Din, Bayrüt, 2002, s. 174; ibn <Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd 
al-zahir fī strat al-Malik al-Zahir, bitahqiq <Abd al-<Aziz al-Huwaytir, Riyad, 1976, s. 440; 
ibn al-Gazart, Hawadit al-zaman / al-Muhtar min tarih ibn al-Gazari, bitahqiq Hadir <Abbas 
Muhammad Halifat al-MunSadawt, Dar al-Kitab al-<Arabi, Bayrüt, 1988, s. 276; al-Dahabī, 
Tarth al-Islam, &. 39, bitahqiq “Umar “Abd al-Salam Tadmuri, Bayrüt, 1996, s. 45-46; 
Mufaddal ibn Abi al-Fada7il, al-Nahg al-sadid wa durr al-farid fima ba'da tarth ibn 
al-<Amid (Moufazzal ibn Abil-Fazail, Histoire des sultans mamlouks, Texte Arabe publié 
et traduit en Français par E. Blochet // Patrologia Orientalis, tome 14, Paris, 1919), s. 230- 
231 [394-395]; ibn al-Furat, Tarth al-duwal wa al-mulük, &. 7, bitahqiq Qustantin Zurayq, 
Bayrüt, 1942, s. 27-28; ibn al- Sihna, al-Durr al-muntahab fi tarih mamlakat Halab, bitahqiq 
*Abd Allah Muhammad Darwis, Dimasq, 1984, s. 182. 

2 Cf., *A&ür, Buhüt wa dirasat, s. 239. 
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Armenian kingdom (and other Christian countries of the region), to show 
the feigning loyalty and tolerance and in fact to conceal the emotional 
side of it, in other words, its discriminatory and subjective nature. 

Hereby, the title takfür in diplomatic documents and in official papers, 
as al-"Umart mentions in his "Ta'rif", was equivalent to “malik” and 
could be used instead of the latter. He specifies: “And their kings are 
called takfür that has been attributed to them up till now"?! In his another 
work “Masalik al-absar" the same author writes: “The King of Trebizond, 
as the king of the Armenians, is called takfür"?. Ibn Haldün (d. 1406) 
writes in his “History”: “ And their king is called by the title of takfür, and 
their king has been the owner of these gorges since the reign of al-Malik 
al-Kamil and Salah al-Din ..."?*. 

The fact that takfür was one of the official names for the king of Cili- 
cian Armenia during the reign of Ilkhans is verified by the Persian chron- 
icler of the 14 century Muhammad Nahgiwani in his administrative 
and chancery manual called *Dastür al-katib". “To the Christian takftrs 
of Sis ... it should be written (in this way): “To the takfür of Sis, that is 
the leader and the head of this community, the great, honorable basileus, 
the glory of the Alexandrian family, the Christians' shelter, to the takfür 
of Sis, may the power of whom be permanent" ^, 

On the contrary and despite al-"Umari's observation on the adequacy 
of the two titles mentioned above, in the Mamluk official correspondence 
and state documents as the official name of the Armenian king, however, 
the title malik appears to be more frequently used. This can be proved by 
the thorough examination of al-"Umarr's, al-Qalqasandr's and ibn Nazir 
al-Ğayš’s manuals on Mamluk chancery notably of the formula of the 


?! a]-"Umari, at-Ta'rif, s. 55. 

22 Idem., Masalik al-absar fi mamalik al-amsar, 3. 3, bitahqiq Kamil Salman al-Gubüri, 
Dar al-Kutub al-'ilmiyya, Bayrüt, 2010, s. 258. 

23 See ibn Haldün, al-Tarih, &. 5, s. 444. 

24 Muhammad ibn Hindüsah Nah£iwani, Dastür al-katib fi ta‘yin al-maratib / Muxam- 
mad ibn Xindusax Nax¢ivani, Rukovodstvo dlja pisca pri opredelenii stepenej, ed. by 
A. A. Ali-zade, Moskva, Nauka, 1976, s. 391. Cf., Sukurov, Velikié Komniny, pp. 49-50. 
On the contrary, an anonymous author of a Persian geography entitled “Aga’eb al-Donya 
(“Marvels of the world"), composed presumably in the twenties of XIII century, is mis- 
taken in applying the title tekür/takwar to “the rulers of Abhaz (Georgia) and Franks". 
See ‘Adzaib ad-Dunjà (Cudesa mira), krit. tekst, per. s pers., komment. i ukazateli 
L. P. Smirnovoj, Nauka, 1993, s. 223, 519. The another usage of the term in this work is 
also peculiar and most likely refers to the ruler of the Armenian pricipality of Xac'en: 
“[Its inhabitants] are Armenians. The people of Abhaz used to call their ruler tekür/takwar". 
Ibid., s. 199, 503. Cf., N. D. Mikluxo-Maklaj, Geograficeskoe socinenie XIII v. na persids- 
kom jazyke (Novyj istocnik po istoriceskoj geografii Azerbajdžana i Armenii) // U¢énye 
zapiski instituta vostokovedenija, vol. IX, 1954, pp. 204-205. 
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letters addressed to the Armenian kings as well as of the texts of the 
Armenian-Mamluk treaties”. For example, al-‘Umari, presents a sample 
formula of a letter addressed to Lewon IV (r. 1320-1342), the king of Cili- 
cian Armenia, that begins in the following inscriptio (rasm al-mukataba): 
“This letter is addressed to the honorable king, brave, courageous, valiant, 
bold man, the lion (al-dirgam al-gadanfar), Lifün ibn Ūšīn, the glory of 
Christian belief, the shelter of Christian community, the pillar of baptized 
people (bani ma‘miidiyya), the friend of sultans and kings ..."?6. Even in 
the eve of destruction of the Armenian kingdom the formula of a letter 
addressed by the Mamluk authorities to the king of Armenia recorded by 
ibn Nazir al-Gays in his manual “Tatqif” is no worse than the previous 
one in the diversity of honorable titles applied to the monarch of Cilician 
Armenia, which, of course, was just a protocol requirement in following 
“diplomatic correspondence ethics": “This letter is addressed to the hon- 
orable king (hadrat al-malik), the respected, meritorious, courageous, 
brave Kustandin ibn Haytüm, the power of Christian belief, the head of 
Christian community, the pillar of baptized people, the friend of sultans 
and kings..."?7, 

In the histories as well as in biographical encyclopedias of Arabic- 
writing authors of XIII- XIV centuries this title mainly appears in the 
formulas of malik al-arman (“King of the Armenians")?? and malik Sis 
(“King of Sis")? 

Muslim chroniclers, referring to Cilician Armenia, sometimes call the 
country by the royal title, that is *bilad Takfür"??, Some Persian chroniclers 


25 Below I will refer to such a treaty, p. 79. 

2% Al-‘Umari, al-Ta'rif, s. 57. See also al-Qalqa8andi, Subh, 8. 8, s. 31. 

27 See ibn Nazir al-Gay&, Tatqif al-Ta'rif bi al-mustalah al-Sarif, bitahqiq Rüdulf Fasālī, 
al-Ma‘had al-“Iimi al-Faransi li al-atar al-Sarqiyya, al-Qahira, 1987, s. 32. As it is may be 
guessed from the title, this treatise of ibn Nazir al-Gays is the critical edition of al-‘Umari’s 
manual, the amendment to it. 

28 Yaqüt al-Hamawi, Mu‘gam, š. 4, s. 391, Abū al-Fida’, Taqwim, s. 251, 257; 
al-Dahabi, Tarth al-Islam, &. 45, s. 15; ibn Katir, al-Bidaya wa an-nihaya, bitahqiq “Abd 
Allah ibn ‘Abd al-Muhsin al-Turki, Dar Hagar, 1998, š. 15, s. 265, 270; al-"Umari, 
Masalik, š. 3, s. 258 and $&. 27, s. 124; ibn al-Furat, al-Duwal, bitahqiq Hasan Muhammad 
al-Samma‘, 1970, š. 5.1, s. 190-191; al-Maqrizi, Kitab al-sulük li ma‘rifat duwal al-mulük, 
&. 1.2, bitahqiq Muhammad Mustafa Ziyada, Matba‘at al-ta lif wa al-targama wa al-nasr, 
al-Qahira, s. 510-511. 

2 Baybars al-Mansürr, Muhtar al-ahbar, bitahqiq “Abd al-Hamid Salih Hamdan, al-Dar 
al-Misriyya al-Lubnaniyya, al-Qahira, 1993, s. 33; ibn Haldün, al-Tarth, &. 5, s. 635; 
al-Maqrizi, al-Sulük, &. 1.2, s. 552, 568. 

30 See al-‘Umari, Masalik al-absar, É. 3, s. 197; al-Qalqasandi, Subh al-A‘8a, š. 4, 
s. 371 and g. 5, s. 365; al-Magrizi, al-Sulük, š. 2.1, s. 229; idem, Kitab al-Muqaffa 
al-Kabir, bitahqiq Muhammad Ya‘alawi, &. 2, Dar al-Garb al-Islami, 1991, s. 250; al-‘ Ayni, 
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also refer to the Armenian kingdom with the royal title. One of them 
is Hamd-Allah Qazwini (d. 1344), who writes in his geographical work 
“Nuzhat al-Qulüb" (“Entertainment of Hearts"): “Then ['Asi River] 
(Orontes) penetrates into the Land of Takfür and to Sis, that is Lesser 
Armenia (the same as Cilician Armenia), eventually flows into the 
Mediterranean Sea"?! 

In the other non-official formulas of the titles attributed to the Armenian 
kings the discriminatory and sometimes even offensive attitude towards 
them is obvious. For example, the formulas such as mutamallik al-arman??, 
mutamallik Sis?? and hakim Sis (“the governor of Sis”)** contain shades 
of manifest offence or inferiority since the usage of these terms, appar- 
ently questions the legality of the Armenian king's power. Perhaps, the 


*Iqd al-Éuman, fi tarih ahl al-zamàn, &. 3, bitahqig Muhammad Muhammad Amin, 1990, 
al-Qahira, s. 152. Cilician Armenia except for the above mentioned names (bilad al-Durüb, 
bilad al-arman, bilad takfür) was also called by Arabic-writing geographers and chroniclers 
bilàd Sis (see for example, ibn al-Dawadart, Kanz al-durar, š. 9, s. 10; Abū al-Fida', 
al-Muhtasar, &. 4, s. 46, 139; ibn Katir, al-Bidaya, &. 18, s. 10-11, 200; al-Maqrīzī, al-Sulük, 
&. 1.3, s. 923) and bilad ibn Lawün (see for example, ibn al-‘Adim, Zubdat al-halab, Dar 
al-Kutub al-"Ilmiyya, Bayrüt, 1996, s. 446-448; Abū al-Sama, Kitab al-Rawdatayn, s 39; 
Abū al-Fida', Taqwim al-buldan, s. 257; al-"Umari, Masalik al-absar, š. 3, g. 27, s. 133; 
al-‘Aynt, ‘Iqd al-Suman fī tarth ahl al-zamàn, £. 3, bitahqiq wa dirasat Mahmüd Rizq 
Mahmüd, 2007, s. 66, 223). Cf., Levond Alisan, Sisuan: Hamagrut'iwn Haykakan Kilikioy 
ev Lewon Mecagorc, Venetik, 1885, pp. 59-60. 

31 See Hamd-Allah Qazwini, Kitab Nuzhat al-Qulüb, Bumbay, 1894, s. 218. Misreading 
takfür with Nikfür, the author of this work’s English translation repeats the mistake we have 
discussed above. See, The geographical part of the Nuzhat-al-Qulüb composed by Hamd- 
Allah Mustawft of Qazwin in 740 (1340) (E. J. W. Gibb memorial series, vol. XXIII), tr. by 
G. Le Strange, E. J. Brill, Leiden-London, 1919, p. 210. Nevertheless, Hamd-Allah Qazwini 
is also mistaken to think that Orontes was flowing to the territory of Cilician Armenia. Cf., 
Yaqit al-Hamawi, Mu‘gam al-buldan, &. 4, s. 67-68, Abū al-Fida’, Taqwim al-buldan, s. 49, 
al-Dimasqi, Nuhbat al-dahr, s. 107. 

?? See for example, ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd al-zahir, s. 191, 196, Baybars al-Mansüri, 
Zubdat al-fikra fi tarth al-higra, bitahqiq Dunald Rit8ardz, Bayrüt, s. 88, al-Nuwayri, 
Nihayat al-arab, š. 33, s. 46, al-"Umari, Masalik al-absar, š. 3, s. 239. 

?5 Baybars al-Mansüri, Muhtar al-ahbar, s. 106, an-Nuwayri, Nihayat al-'arab, š. 33; 
al-Gazart, Hawadit al-Zaman wa anba’uhu wa wafayat al-akabir wa al-a‘yan min abna’ihi, 
al-tab‘a al-üla, bitahqiq “Umar “Abd al-Salam Tadmuri, &. 2; al-Maktaba al-“Asriyya, 
Bayrüt, 1998, s. 941; al-‘Umianrt, al-Ta'rif, s. 55, idem., Masalik, š. 3, s. 238; al-QalqaSandi, 
Subh al-‘ Asā, &. 5, s. 365; al-Maqrizi, al-Sulük g. 3.2, s. 471; ibn Tagri Birdi, al-Nugüm 
al-zahira ft mulük Misr wa al-Qahira, bitahqiq Muhammad Husayn Sams al-Din, Dar al- 
kutub al-‘ilmiyya, Bayrüt, 1992, š. 8, s. 122. 

34 See al-Maqrizi, al-Sulük, 3. 3.2, s. 471. It is worth to specify that here by “hakim 
Sis" al-Maqrizi refers to the last dethroned king of Cilician Armenia Lewon V Lusignan 
(r. 1374-1375) who was imprisoned in Cairo for already seven years. The chronicler 
writes: “In Gumada al-Ahir of the year 784 A. H. (11 August 1382-9 September 1382), 
a letter was received from Alfuns, the ruler of Seville (mutamallik ASbiliyya), asking to 
set takfür, the governor of Sis, at liberty, and it was answered." 
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same can not be said while discussing another title given to the Armenian 
king, sahib (is employed by Arab historians in the formulas of sahib Sis 
(“Lord of Sis") and sahib al-arman (“Lord of the Armenians")? which 
was a neutral one and free of any negative context and was attributed to 
the Muslim rulers as well. The fact that the Arab chroniclers often refer 
to the monarchs of the Armenian Kingdom without any title is another 
obvious proof of their inferior attitude towards the latters. In such cases 
Armenian kings are simply called ibn Lawün (or ibn Lifün or ibn Layün, 
i. e. *Lewon's son” or “from Lewon’s kin”)*°. Oftentimes each of all 
these titles is mentioned side by side with the title takftr (for instance, 
al-takfür mutamallik Sis, al-takfür malik al-arman, al-takfür sahib Sis, 
al-takfür sahib al-arman, al-takfür ibn Lawun and so on). 

The most respectful title attributed to Armenian kings of Cilicia by 
Muslim chroniclers is sultan, but there can be found only unique cases 
of its utilization. This title, which was widely used to refer almost exclu- 
sively to Muslim rulers, is once used to denote the Armenian king in 
Yaqit al-Hamawr's remarkable “Geographical Dictionary" in the article 
about Sisiyya (the same as Sis): “Wa biha maskan ibn Layün sultan tilka 
al-nahiyat al-armanr" (“And here [in Sis] is the residence (seat) of that 
country's Armenian sultan ibn Layün". I think, it would prove right to 


35 See ibn al-Dawadari, Kanz al-durar, š. 8, s. 94-95; Baybars al-Mansüri, Muhtar 
al-ahbar, s. 50; ibn al-Suqqa'i, Tali Kitab wafayat al-a^yàn (Édition et traduction par 
Jacqueline Sublet, Institut Francais de Damas, Damas, 1974), s. 85; Qutb al-Din Musa 
al-Ytnini, Dayl Mirat al-zaman, al-tab'a al-'üla, $. 2, Matba‘at Da'irat al-Ma‘arif 
al-"Utmaniyya, Haydarabad, 1955, s. 191-192; Abü-l-Fida', Kitab al-Muhtasar, š. 4, 
s. 3-4, 54, 99; al-Nuwayri, Nihayat al-arab, š. 30, 98-99; al-Gazari, Hawadit al-Zaman, 
&. 1, s. 149-150; al-Dahabt, Tarth al-Islam, &. 49, s. 6, 19; ibn al-Wardi, al-Tarth Dar al- 
kutub al-"ilmiyya, Bayrüt, 1996, s. 218-219, ibn Katir, al-Bidaya, š. 17, s. 467, al-Maqrizi, 
al-Sulük, š. 1.1, s. 160. 

36 See ibn al-“Adim, Bugyat al-talab fi tarih Halab, č. 1, bitahqiq Suhayl Zakkar, Dar 
al-Fikr, Bayrüt, s. 175; Abū al-Sama, Kitab al-Rawdatayn, š. 5, s 79-80; ibn al-Furat, 
al-Duwal, &. 5.1, s. 82; al-Magrizi, al-Sulük, g. 1, s. 275; al-‘Aynt, ‘Iqd al-Suman, £. 2, 
s. 215. As the Arab chroniclers occasionally call the last Prince of Cilicia (r. 1187-1198) 
and the founder of the Kingdom (r. 1198-1219), Lewon, by the name ibn Lawün, it follows 
that by “Lewon’s son” they used to mean his grandfather, Lewon I Baron of Cilician 
Armenia. Moreover, the part concerning Mleh, cited above, is titled “On the conquest of 
Sis and the Gorges (tugür) by Lewon's House" among the Arab historians. The fact that 
in some cases the historians call the Prince Lewon II (the King Lewon I) by the name 
“Lafiin, son of Stepane son of Layün" (Lafün ibn Istifanat ibn Layün), also proves this. 
For example, see ibn al-Atir, al-Kamil, š. 10, s. 194; al-Nuwayri, Nihayat al-arab, š. 28, 
s. 284 (cites ibn al-Atir); ibn Wasil, Mufarrig al-kurüb fi ahbar bani Ayyüb, š. 2, bitahqiq 
Gamal al-Din al-Sayyal, al-Qahira, 1957, s. 319. See also V. Ter-Levondyan, Kilikyan 
Hayastani Artak‘in k'atak'akanut'yuno XII dari verjin // Patma-banasirakan handes, 2010, 
No 1, p. 119, n. 13. Cf., Sa'id “Abd al-Fattah ^"A&ür, Buhüt wa dirasat, s. 239. 
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assume that the reference of the geographer does not simply have an 
informational nature but just on the contrary, it bears some meaning of 
a title. 

Persian chroniclers of XIII-XIVcenturies are a little bit more generous 
in this matter. And this isn’t strange, since in this case we’re talking 
about the Persian chroniclers, who were also high-ranking officials at 
the Ilkhanid court. Therefore, their loyal attitude towards the Armenian 
kingdom and the Armenian king as a whole is possible to attribute to 
the Armenian-Mongol “alliance” (cooperation). A few cases of naming 
the Armenian king by the title of sultan among Persian chroniclers are 
encountered in Guwayni (d. 1283) and Hamd-Allah Qazwini. The latter, 
for example, in his verse chronicle called “Zafarnama” (“The Book of 
Victory") once calls the Armenian monarch “sultan takfür". Here's the 
reference: “When Sultan Takfür joined the battle, the colour left the faces 
of the enemy. There was no escape for enemy heads from the arm of the 
battle-tried Ya'uldar"?". 

Much more interesting is Guwayni’s usage of the word in his famous 
“Tarih-e Gahan Gusa”. The latter, talking about the great quriltai (assem- 
bly) convened in Qara-Qorum, Güyük Khan's (r. 1246-1248) coronation 
ceremony, royal guests and subsequent events, twice uses the phrase 
"sultan-e Takavor”**. Thus, the chronicler not only calls the Armenian 
monarch by the title sultan, but also uses the word “Takavor” in the 
meaning of a place name. But the striking point is, that the Armenian 
king of Cilicia, Het'um I (r. 1226-1269), could not be present at Güyük's 
coronation as it is beyond all doubts that he left for Qara-Qorum only in 
1254. In 1247 Smbad Gundstabl (the Constable) left for Qara-Qorum 
instead of the Armenian king and showing his obedience to the new Khan 
on behalf of Het'um was granted a yarlig by Güyük (“edict” “imperial 
decree"). But could the author of “The History of the World-Conqueror" 
mean Smbat? 


37 This less known work of Hamd-Allah Qazwini reached us in three manuscripts of 
which only one has been studied and published in two volumes (Hamd Allah Mustaufi, 
Zafarnamah, š. 1-2, Ósterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Vienna, 1999). See 
Charles Melville, Hamd-Allah Mostawfi // Encyclopaedia Iranica, Vol. XI, Fasc. 6, p. 633. 
The last chapter of the original work dealing with the Mongols, that is not published up 
to day, was translated into English by L. Ward in his doctoral dissertation. See L. J. Ward, 
“The Zafar-namah of Hamd Allah Mustaufi and the Il-Khan dynasty of Iran,” Ph.D. diss, 
vol. 1, University of Manchester, 1983, 500 (Persian text, vol. 1, 698b). 

38 "Ala? ad-Din ‘Ata’ Malik ibn Muhammad Guwayni, Kitab Tarih-e Gahan Gušā, 
tashih Muhammad Qazwini, &. 1, Baril, Laydan, 1919, s. 205, 212. 
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Quite recently A.-Cl. Mutafian could hardly give a clear explanation 
concerning this phrase in his new book called “L’Armenie du Levant 
(XI°-XIV® siècle)”. According to the scholar “the word "t'agavor" in 
the meaning of "king" as it exists in Armenian language, can be logically 
identified with Het'um as Bar Hebraeus states" ??. He finally assumes, that 
using the term “sultan-e Takavor” Guwayni meant the Zak‘arian prince 
Avag. He uses an anonymous Georgian chronicler's evidence as a ground 
for this assumption. “The dates coincide", continues the scholar, “though 
Avag wasn't a king but a so-called “prince of princes" in Greater Arme- 
nia, anyhow, we can assume that Guwayni meant him and it was he who 
represented Armenian authorities at the ceremony". It is indisputable, 
that Avag really was at Mongol Khan's court. This is documented not only 
by the Georgian chronology, but also by Kirakos Gandzakec'i. But this 
relates to Atabek Avag's first visit to Great Khan Ogedei (r. 1229-1241) 
that took part supposedly somewhere between 1240-1241. The Arme- 
nian sources do not indicate the second visit mentioned by Cl. Mutafyan 
and the uncertainty and vagueness of the Georgian chronicler's evidence 
doesn't give any ground to definitely claim about it. For example, accord- 
ing to Guwayni, Ra&id al-Din and the Papal envoy Plano Carpini's evi- 
dence, the reigning dispute between the two Davids (the Georgian crown 
princes) was resolved by Güyük Khan, whereas the Georgian chroni- 
cler claims that Batu Khan sent the two Davids to Mongke Khan, rather 
than to Güyük. Moreover, that reigning dispute "after many years," was 
resolved through Qubilai Khan's mediation?'. These evidences stated by 
the Georgian author claim about the fact, that the latter had a rather blurred 
idea about the events of this period. Thus, in the course of all this bewil- 
derment created by the Georgian chronicler, the indications about Avag 
Atabek’s second visit suggest very vague signs of reality?. Nevertheless, 


3 Bar Hebraeus, The Chronography of Gregory Abü'l-Faraj, The son of Aaron, The 
Hebrew Physician, The first part of his Political History of the World, vol. I, trans. Ernest 
A. Wallis Budge, Oxford University Press, London, 1932, reprinted by Gorgias Press, 
2003, p. 411. 

40 CI. Mutafian, L'Armenie du Levant (XIe-XIVe siècle), Les Belles Lettres, Paris, 
2012, p. 137. 

^! Vrac“ Zamanakagrutyun (1207-1318), t'argmanutyuno, aiajabano ev canot'agrutyunnera 
Paruyr Muradyani, Erevan, 1971, pp. 96-97. Cf., Step'annos Orbelean, Patmutiwn nahangin 
Sisakan, i loys oncayeac" K. Sahnazareané, vol. 1, 1859, p. 167. 

? Before Mutafian, A. Sahnazaryan has also concluded about Avag Atabek's second 
visit to Qara-Qorum (A. Sahnazaryan, Hay-vrac'akan ev montolakan haraberutyunnero 
(1236-1240) // Lraber hasarakakan gitut yunneri, 2004, Ne 1, Erevan, 3-22). Besides the 
evidence of the Georgian historian, he considers it useful to bring the reports of the envoy 
of Pope Innocent IV Ascelin about a high-ranking official Angutha found in 1247 at the 
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even if I trust those indications, I don’t think that the Atabek could have 
been called by the high title of “sultan”, as far as in Muslim chronicles 
even the Christian monarchs were called by that title only in some unique 
cases. 

Mutafian’s hypothesis on “sultan-e Takavor” is not the only one in 
scholarly literature. This expression has become the reason of contradic- 
tory opinions since the thirties of the past century. First of all Muhammad 
Qazwini the head editor of Guwayni’s Brill edition (1912-1936) referred 
profoundly to *sultàn-e Tàkavor"^. I think that he gave a rather sound 
solution to the matter. After, J. Boyle referring to “sultan of Takavor" in 
the English translation of Guwayni’s work, fully agreed to Qazwini’s 
hypothesis“. Since the eighties of the past century a number of special- 
ists of Byzantine studies have suggested another view point of “sultan-e 
Takavor’s” interpretation. One of those interpretations is found for the 
first time in B. Lippard’s Ph.D dissertation. According to him, the “sultan 
of Takavor" who was present at Güyük Khan’s coronation ceremony was 
no one else but the Emperor of Trebizond, the Grand Komnenos Manuel I 
(r. 1238-1263)*. Later, A. Bryer expressed such an opinion, based upon 
that of Lippard and referred to this matter in a separate article^. Recently, 
J. Langdon, considering this assumption a proved one, concluded that 
“sultan of Takavor” is just a unique name of the Empire of Trebizond 


military camp of Baiju Noyan. The scholar supposes that it is about Avag, whose arrival 
from Qara-Qorum was awaited for impatiently at Baiju's encampment. Sahnazaryan has 
used the incomplete Russian translation of the account of the mission (D. I. Jazykov, 
Sobranie puteSestvij k tataram i drugim vostoónym narodam, Sankt-Peterburg, 1825). 
The examination of the report was fully produced by J. Richard (J. Richard, Simon de 
Saint-Quentin: Histoire des Tartares, Paris, 1965). For other views on the identification of 
Angutha, see P. Pelliot, Les Mongols et la papauté // Revue De Orient, Tome VIII (XXVII, 
1931-1932, p. 17; J. Richard, Simon de Saint-Quentin, p. 110; P. Jackson, Eljigidei // 
Encyclopaedia Iranica, vol. VIII, ed. Ehsan Yarshater, Mazda Publishers, Costa Mesa, 
1998, p. 367. 

^ / Guwayni, Gahan Gua, 3. 3, 1937, s. 484-490. 

^* J. A. Boyle, The History of The World-Conqueror by “Ala-ad-Din ‘Ata-Malik 
Juvaini (Ph.D.), tr. from the text of Mirza Muhammad Qazvini, vol. 1, Harvard University 
Press, 1958, p. 250, n. 6. 

55 B. G. Lippard, The Mongols and Byzantium, PhD dissertation, 1983, pp. 179-180. 

46 A. Bryers, The Grand Komnenos and The Great Khan at Karakorum in 1246 // Res 
Orientales, 1994, vol. 4, pp. 257-261. Such assumptions have been drawn also by M. Kur- 
sanskis. See M. Kursanskis, L'empire de Trébizonde et les Turcs au 13e siécle // Revue 
des études byzantines, v. 46, 1988, p. 121, n. 42. According to him Manuel I Komnenos 
took up the process of making his own aspers mainly with the intention to pay tribute to 
the Mongol Khan. See idem, The Coinage of the Grand Komnenos Manuel I // Archeion 
Pontou, t. 35, 1979, pp. 23-37. 
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given by the title of its sovereign". Among Russian representatives of 
Byzantine studies, R. Shukurov and D. Korobeynikov endorse this view*®. 

The thing is, Bar Hebraeus left two principal historical works. He is 
the author of a massive Syriac “Chronicle” indicated by Cl. Mutafyan. 
At the end of his life the Syrian historian wrote also an Arabic history 
titled “al-Muhtasar fī [tarth] al-duwal” (The abridgement to the History 
of the Dynasties), which is based upon the section on civil history of the 
Syriac Chronicle??", The key source of the part of it concerning the his- 
tory of the Mongols was undoubtedly his Persian contemporary's work 
“The History of the World-Conqueror", about which Bar Hebraeus tells 
us himself??, The comparison of this and the corresponding parts of 
Guwayni's work carried out by Muhammad Qazwini demonstrates that 
here actually Smbat the Constable is meant whom the Persian chronicler 
mistakenlv confused with the Armenian king. 


Guwayni 

a. “From Rüm came Sultan Rukn 
al-Din and the Sultàn of Takavor; 
from Georgia, the two Davids; from 
Aleppo, the brother of the Lord of 
Aleppo..."5! 

b. And yarligs were given to the 
Sultans of Takavor and Aleppo and to 


Bar Hebraeus 


a. * And from Rüm [came] Sultan Rukn 
al-Din, and from the Armenians 
the Gundstable (al-Kandstabl) takfür 
Het'um's brother came, and from 
Georgia the senior and the junior 
Davids came, and from Sam the brother 
of the Lord of Aleppo ...'?? 


the envoys..."?? b. “And yarligs (yaralig) and certifi- 
cates were written for takfür and the 


Lord of Aleppo al-Malik al-Nasir™*. 


47 J. S. Langdon, Byzantium's initial encounter with the Chingissids: An introduction 
to Byzantino-Mongolica // Viator, vol. 29, 1998, p. 120, n. 140. 

48 Sukurov, Velikié Komniny, s. 162; idem., Trapezundskaja imperija i Vostok // 
S. P. Karpov, Istorija Trapezundskoj imperii, Aletejja, Sankt-Peterburg, 2007, s. 370 and 
D. A. Korobejnikov, Korobejnikov, Mixail VIII Paleolog v Rumskom Sultanate // Vizan- 
tijskij vremennik, 64 (89), otv. red. I. S. Cigurov, Nauka, Moskva, 2005, s. 87. 

? But this second one is not a mere translation or a simple abridgement of the Syriac 
text. It includes additional information and passages that do not exist in the Syriac original 
work. See J. B. Segal, Ibn al-'Ibri // The Encyclopaedia of Islam (New edition), vol. 3 
(H-IRAM), E. J. Brill, Leiden, 1986, p. 805. Cf., L. I. Conrad, On the Arabic chronicle of 
Bar Hebraeus. His aims and audience // Parole de l'Orient: revue semestrielle des études 
syriaques et arabes chrétiennes: recherches orientales: revue d'études et de recherches sur 
les églises de langue syriaque, XIX, 1994, pp. 319-378. 

5 Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 473. 

5! Guwayni, Gahan Guia, E. 1, s. 205. 

52 [bn al-‘Ibri, Tarih muhtasar al-duwal, al-tab‘a al-taniya, bitahqiq Antün Salihani 
al-Yasu'i, Dar al-Ra'id al-Lubnani, Bayrüt, 1994, s 448. 

53 Guwayni, Gahan Guia, E. 1, s. 212. 

54 [bn al-‘Ibri, Muhtasar, s. 540. See also Muhammad Qazwinr's comparative study, 
Guwayni, Tarih-e Gahan Gua, &. 3, s. 484-485. 
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Moreover, the Syrian historian uses the word Gundstabl breaking all 
the possible doubts. Judging from the reliability of the information given 
by the Syrian historian on the Armenian Kingdom, we have weighty 
grounds to trust Bar Hebraeus, especially taking into consideration the fact 
that, as he claims in the same “History of the Dynasties”, he personally 
knew the Armenian king Het'um and had a few chances to have a talk with 
him in person?. 

Strange, as it may seem, Smbat himself speaks about his mission 
to the Mongols rather briefly in his “Chronicle”. His letter addressed to 
his brother-in-law Henry I Lusignan of Cyprus (r. 1218-1253) sent from 
Samarkand in 1247 provides more essential information about his visit 
and his mission. It means, as Cl. Mutafian estimates, Smbat reached Qara- 
Qorum supposedly at the beginning of 1248°°, therefore, he couldn't take 
part in Güyük's coronation ceremony itself. But it is due to mention that 
Smbat, as the Mongol researcher D. Bayarsaikhan thinks, reached the 
Khan's court at the time when, perhaps, the Pope's envoy Plano Carpini, 
the representatives of Georgia, the Sultanate of Rüm, Alamut, Shirvan, 
Lur were still in Qara-Qorum after Güyük's coronation ceremony and 
were still negotiating with the Mongol authorities". Maybe this factor 
caused confusion among the chroniclers?*. 

So, we think the expression “Sultan of Takavor", basically, is the 
Persian chronicler's mistake which was later corrected by Bar Hebraeus 
in his work “The abridgement to the History of the Dynasties”. To prove 
that the usage of this expression was due to confusion or a result of una- 
wareness we can bring in the fact that among the guests who had arrived 
in Qara-Qorum Guwayni mentions also “the sultan of Erzurum" (Sultan-e 


55 [bn al-“Ibri, Muhtasar, s. 460. 

5 Mutafian, L'Armenie du Levant, p. 138. 

5 See D. Bayarsaikhan, The Mongols and the Armenians (1220-1335), Brill, Leiden, 
2011, p. 83, as well as Idem., Submissions to the Mongol Empire by the Armenians // 
Mongolian & Tibetan Quarterly, v. 18.3, 2009, p. 88. It's interesting that according to 
the testimony of Kirakos Ganjakec'i, Smbat returned from Qara-Qorum with Rukn 
al-Din, son of the Sultan of Iconium, Kay-Khusraw II (r. 1237-1246). See Patmut'iwn 
Hayoc' arareal Kirakosi vardapeti Ganjakec‘woy, i loys oncayeayc' O. Ter-Georgean 
Yovhanniseanc' Erevanc'i, Moskua, 1858, pp. 188-189. 

58 This expression of Guwayni, perhaps bewildered also another state historian of the 
Mongol Empire, Raid al-Din (d. 1318). One of the key sources of his Gami^ al-Tawarih 
(Collection of Histories) is Tarih-e Gahan Gušā whereas he misses “Sultan of Takavor" 
from the list of the guests who were present at Guyuk's coronation ceremony. See Succes- 
sors of Genghis Khan, trans. from the Persian of Rashid al-Din by J. A. Boyle, Columbia 
University Press, New York and London, 1971, pp. 181 and Rasid-ad-Din, Sbornik letopisej, 
tom II, per. Ju. P. Verxovskogo, Izdatel'stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, Moskva-Leningrad, 
1960, pp. 118, 120. 
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Arz-e Riim)°’, whereas Erzerum had been conquered by the Seljuqs of 
Rüm for approximately five decades (1201) and was incorporated into 
their territory (1230)9. As for the other hypothesis about Manuel I, it 
should be mentioned that the latter isn't convincing either, as it is com- 
pletely based on assumptions. W. Rubruk’s evidence that during Mongke 
Khan's reign the Emperor of Trebizond was subject to the Mongols and 
thus a tributary to them, is not sufficient to identify the Emperor Manuel 
Komnenos with “sultan-e Takavor" (furthermore, in the form of Takavor 
and not takfür) mentioned by Guwayni?!. 

The next historical work that presents special interest for the study 
of the title “tagavor” is ibn Bibr's (d. 1285) “al-Awamir al- Ala'iyya fi 
al-umür al-Ala’iyya”®. It deals with the history of the Seljuq rulers of 
Iconium during the period of 1192-1280. Moreover, the author wrote 
his work by the order of the above-mentioned Guwayni and begins with 
the praising of the latter. In his history ibn Bibi calls not only the king 
of Cilician Armenia by the name takfür or tekür or takwar (like Lewon I 
who is called Lifün Takfür)9, but also the Christian rulers of neighboring 
states of the Seljuq Sultanate of Rüm, for example, the founder of the 
Empire of Trebizond Alexius I Grand Komnenos (r. 1204-1222)9*. 

The Armenian monarch was called takfür also by the most principal 
authority among the IIkhanid historians Ra&id al-Din in his compendium 
of chronicles Gàmi^ al-tawarth. For example, in his “Tarth-e afran’” 
(“History of Franks") the historian writes, “On account of the fact that 
the inhabitants of this country are Christians, Muslim troops of Egypt and 
Syria constantly attack the country of the Armenians. Takftr, who is the 
king of Lesser Armenia, departes from the country and leaves for the sea 


5 Guwayni, Gahan Gua, š. 1, s. 305, 312. 
Boyle, World-Conqueror, p. 250, n. 10. 
Bryers, The Grand Komnenos, p. 260. 
Ibn Bibr's chronology has reached us in two versions, one of which is a complete 
and the other an abridgment (Muhtasar). Ter-Poghosyan separated and translated into 
Armenian the parts concerning the Armenians (H. Ter-Polosean, Hayastan ibn Bibii ham- 
emat // Handes Amsoreay, 1960, Ne 4-6, 10-12, 162-177, Ne 10-12, 482-492) from the 
German translation of the brief version (W. H. Duda, Die Seltschukengeschichte des Ibn 
Bibr Munksgaard, Kopenhagen, 1959). We didn't have the complete version of the work 
at hand (Ibn-i Bibi, El-Evamirii’l-Ala’iyye fr'l-umüri'l-Ala'iyye, onsóz ve fihristi hazirliyan 
A. S. Erzi, Türk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, Ankara, 1956-1957) and only Muhtasar was avail- 
able for us in Houtsma's edition (Recueil de Textes Relatifs à L'Histoire Des Seldjoucides 
par M. Th. Houtsma, vol. IIL, Histoire des Seldjoucides d'Asie Mineure d'aprés l'abrégé 
du Seldjoucnameh d'Ibn Bibi, E. J. Brill, Leide, 1902). 

$$ See for example Ibid., s. 40. 

9* Ibid., s. 54; Ter-Polosean, Hayastan, pp. 162-163, n. 2. 
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by ship...©”. In another part of RaSid al-Din’s history called Tarih-e Ogüz, 
which is the semi-legendary narrative of the life, conquests and descend- 
ants of Ogüz, the ancestor of the Ogüz tribes, the term takfür (tekür, 
takfür-hàn), in all likelihood, is used several times to denote Armenian 
rulers of Cilicia. Here is one of those references: “Then he separated one 
hundred men from each unit of thousand soldiers of his army and send 
them with his six sons to Takfür-han whom we nowadays call Takfūr” 66. 

Another Persian historian of the Mongol period, Abü'l-Qasim “Abd 
Allah Kasant (al-Qasani, d. around 1337/1338), also uses the term takfur 
(spells taqfür a few times) to refer to the Armenian king of Cilicia in his 
chronicle of Olgaytü's reign?". He tells us about the vicious murder of the 
young Armenian king Lewon III (r. 1306-1307) and his uncle the regent 
Het'um (r. 1289-1307 with interruptions) by a Mongol commander named 
Bülargu (Bülarg1) who had treacheously summoned them with a number 
of Armenian nobles in their entourage to his encampment near Anawarza 
(Anazarbus/' Ayn Zarba). He writes: “As a winter station of his military 
forces he [Būlārġū] chosed the land of Takfür, Sis and Ayas that are part 
of Syrian and Egyptian tugür"9*. Then describing the scene of the assas- 
sination, the Persian author states that when Takfür together with his 
grandson the junior Takfür (“Takftr-e kahin" by which Lewon III is 
evidently meant) and their thirty servants were already at the court, the 


85 H. Papazyan studied the historico-geographical information about Cilician Armenia 
in this work of Raid al-Din and translated the corresponding part into Armenian (Rašid- 
ed-Dino Kilikyan Hayastani masin // Patma-banasirakan handes, 1978, N» 2, 129-139). 
Papazyan used Karl Jahn's edition of the work (See K. Jahn, Die Frankengeschichte des 
Rašīd ad-Din, Verlag der Ósterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Wien, 1977, 
S. 44, 45; Tafel 42 as well as Gami‘ al-tawarih / Tarth-e Afrang, Papan wa Qayasera, 
tashih Mohammad Rowsan, Mirat Maktüb, Tehran, 2005, š. 1, s. 41-42). Another evidence 
of the expression “takftr Sis” worth of mention is found in Begum-Hatün's (the wife of 
Qara Qoyunlu Gahan Sah) edict addressed to Catholicos Hovhannes of Ganjasar in 1462: 
“Since the ancient times and according to the notes of the takfür of Sis, the leadership 
and rule of all the places of Afvank* belong to Catholicos Matt'eos. See H. Papazyan, 
Matenadarani parskeren vaveragrero, I (Hrovartakner), Erevan, 1956, p. 45, 248. 

96 On this point, see K. Jahn, Die Geschichte der Oguzen des Raid ad-Din, Wien, 
1969, S. 31, A. 6 and S. 32-34. R. Shukjurova, on the contrary, in her Russian translation 
of the work, without giving any ground for her assumption asserted that by the term "the 
Byzantine Emperor is obviously meant". See Fazlallax Rašid ad-Din, Oguz-name, per. 
R. M. Sukjurovoj, Baku, Elm, 1987, s. 44. See also Ra&id al-Din, Gami‘ al-tawarth / 
Tarth-e Ogüz, tashih-e Mohammad Rowsan, Tehran, 2005, s. 27 and also s. 28-34. 

67 Tt is known that Kāšānī collaborated with Ra&id al-Din in the compilation of Gami* 
al-tawarih. Although he himself claims of being the real author of Gami‘ al-Tawarth 
accusing Ra&id al-Din of having stolen the credit for it. 

68 Al-Qasani, Abū al-Qasim, Tarih-e Ulgayti, ed. by Mahin Hambli, Tehran, 2005, 
ST. 
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Mongol chief, feigning that he was going to pray, “unsheathed his sharp 
sword and proclaiming takbir in a loud voice, cut off Takfür's head by a 
single stroke. As soon as his (Bilargii’s) servants heard the proclaim of 
takbir, they put his (Het^um's) attendants to death and the junior Takftr 
was killed too", 

Indeed, the study of the title t'agavor/takfür is not limited to the his- 
torical works only, as it is possible to derive interesting information also 
from numismatic material. We have already mentioned above about 
Armeno-Seljuq bilingual coins and about their possible influence on the 
extension of the usage of the title among the Seljuqs. But this is not the 
matter. The thing is, that in the Mamluk territory the money of the neigh- 
boring countries among which the silver coins of Cilician Armenia, was in 
monetary circulation together with Mamluk silver dirhams. Those coins, 
that used to be called *t'agvorin" among Armenians, are called takftriyya 
(i. e. royal) in the Arabic historiography. It is remarkable that in the times 
of silver shortage in the Middle East, silver coins continued to be the 
main currency of the Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia. And the Mamluk 
authorities filled the gap of the lack of the silver coins through the taxes 
and tributes from the subject countries”. The Armenian t'agvorins also 
appeared in the treasury of Bahri Mamlüks and were later again released 
into circulation due to large annual tributes paid by the Armenian King- 
dom of Cilicia. “Silver was silver, after all, regardless of country of ori- 
gin", remarks W. Schultz on this occasion’!. According to P. Bedoukian 
the Armenian Kingdom probably exploited silver mines in the Taurus 
Mountains, but, unfortunately, we cannot prove this by facts. However, 
he doesn't deny the idea that a great part of silver reserves came to Cili- 
cia from the West in the form of taxes and customs of the goods passing 
through its ports”. 

The extant numismatic material allows us to assume that the Armenian 
takfüriyya was put into circulation not only directly without any alteration, 
but also after being restruck or overstruck with Mamluk inscriptions. 


99 Tbid., s. 80. For a more detailed discussion of these events, see A. Stewart, The 
Assassination of King Het'um II: The conversion of the Ilhàns and the Armenians // 
Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, vol. 15.1, 2005, pp. 45-61. 

7? For other explanations of the scarcity of Mamluk silver resources, see W. Schultz, 
The circulation of dirhams in the Bahri period // The Mamluks in Egyptian and Syrian 
politics and society, ed. by M. Winter and A. Levanoni, Brill, Leiden-Boston, 2004, pp. 242- 
244. 

7! Ibid., p. 241. 

72 See P. Z. Bedoukian, Some Armenian coins overstruck in Arabic // Armeniaca, Saint 
Lasare, Venise, 1969, p. 147. 
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Moreover, the overstriking of the *t'agvorin" coins was not always ful- 
filled carefully and consistently. A number of overstruck coins with legible 
Armenian inscriptions on one side prove it’’. There is still some data on 
these Armenian coins in Venetian sources of that period. The Italian mer- 
chants called these Armenian silver coins “taccolino” in their trade con- 
tracts", which is the distorted form of t'agvorin and the equivalent to the 
Arabic takfüriyya. 

The only known case of the usage of the term takfüriyya in the Arabic 
historiography is encountered in ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir’s account of sultan 
al-Mansur Qalawun’s reign. Speaking about the results of the sultan’s 
military campaign to Cilicia and about the annual tribute to be paid to the 
Mamluk Sultanate, the author cites the full text of the Armenian-Mamluk 
treaty. We are interested in this part, in particular: “King Lewon, King 
Het'um's son, undertakes to our Lord sultan al-Malik al-Mansir...after 
signing this truce and up to its expiration to pay each year the tribute fixed 
for him, his subjects and the country. And the annual tribute that is to be 
paid in advance in the first year, comprises 500.000 dirhams (payable) in 
silver takfüriyya-dahekans (al-talagam al-takfüriyya), calculated by weight, 
the half of which comprises 250.000 dirhams. As well as fine horses and 
rules... 9", 


75 P. Balog, The Coinage of the Mamluk Sultans of Egypt & Syria, New York (The 
American Numismatic Society), 1964, pp. 146-147, Bedoukian, Some Armenian coins, 
p. 147. It must be pointed out that t'agvorins had a smaller diameter than the Mamluk dir- 
hams (See Schultz, The circulation of dirhams, p. 241), a circumstance that also made it hard 
to overstrike the Armenian silver coins properly in the Mamluk mints. See E. Nersésean, 
Kilikean Hayastani araberenov krknadros$muac dramnero // Haykazean hayagitakan handes, 
Ne 20, Peyrut', 2000, p. 161. 

™ See A. Stahl, Italian sources for the Coinage of Cilician Armenia // Armenian 
Numismatic Journal, vol. 15, 1989, pp. 59-66. 

75 Ibn "Abd al-Zahir, Tarif al-ayyam wa al-‘usir fi sirat al-Malik al-Mansür, bitahqiq 
Murad Kamil, al-Qahira, 1961, s. 98-99. The text of the treaty together with its French 
translation was first published by E.-M. Quatremere (Histoire des Sultans Mamelouks 
de l'Egypte, ecrite en arabe par Taki-Eldin-Ahmed Makrizi, tome 2.1, Paris, 1845, pp. 166- 
171, 201-212), later by V. Langlois (Le trésor des chartes d'Arménie ou Cartulaire de la 
chancellerie royale des Roupénides, Venise, 1863, pp. 217-231) and M. Canard (Le 
royaume d'Armenie-Cilicie et les Mamelouks jusqu'au traite de 1285 // Revue des Études 
Arméniennes, Ne 4, 1967, pp. 249-258). The text of the truce was also translated into 
Armenian by Bakuran (DaSnagir ondmej Lewon G T'agavori ev Egiptosi Mémluk'ean 
sult'an Galauni, knk^uac 1285 mayis 7in // Banaser, 1902, Ne 3, 69-79) from Quatremere's 
French translation and into English by P. Holt (Early Mamluk diplomacy (1260-1290): 
Treaties of Baybars and Qalawün with Christian rulers, E. J. Brill, Leiden, 1995, pp. 95-103). 
Thus, it should be added that up to now any Armenian coin overstuck in Arabic minted 
by Lewon II hasn't been discovered. So Nersesean assumes that the Mamlüks probably 
melted down those coins with Armenian inscriptions and minted their own dirhams. There 
is a misprint concerning the page order in the article: it should be pp. 155-156. 
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This was the weight, importance and capacity of the Armenian kings’ 
title *tagavor/takfür" in the international relations of XIII-XIV centuries. 
After the fall of the Kingdom and especially after the death of the last 
Armenian king of Cilicia, Lewon V in France in 1393 and when the last 
hopes to get support to restore the Kingdom with the help of Western 
European countries vanished, the title *t'agavor/ takfür" ceased to be the 
main symbol of monarchical power and the statehood in Armenian envi- 
ronment once and forever. From then on the title of “The King of the 
Armenians" was included in the titulature of the kings of Cyprus by 
“the hereditary right” and was imprinted on the coins made by them”®. 
After the fall of the Kingdom of Cyprus it passed to the Dukes of Savoy, 
then to the kings of Piedmont and Italy’. In the international political- 
diplomatic relations of the region the title t'agavor/takfur still preserved 
its value for another or two hundred years (XIV-XV centuries). It contin- 
ued to be attributed to the Greek Emperors of Constantinople and Trebi- 
zond as well as to small lords/governors in Asia Minor and Thrace, 

Thus, summing up the main results and the outcome of the study of 
the issues included in this research, I should state the peculiar importance 
of the title t'agavor/takfür in giving a clear picture of and in understand- 
ing the nuances of the political-diplomatic relations between the Christian 
and Muslim states of Mediterranean Middle East and particularly between 
the Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia and the neighboring Muslim state 
units. 


7 Melik' S. Dawit-Bék, Lusineank', Mxit'arean tparan, Vienna, 1900, pp. 20-22; 
K. Y. Basmajean, Lewon E Lusinean. Verjin t'agavor Hayoc', P'ariz, 1908, p. 163; 
Ter-Petrosyan, Xač“ akirnero, vol. 2, p. 465. 

7 CI. Moutafian, Le Royaume Arménien de Cilicie, XIIe-XIVe siècle, CNRS Editions, 
Paris, 1993, p. 90 as well as Ibid., L'Armenie du Levant, pp. 394-395; Ter-Petrosyan, 
Xač“ akirnero, vol. 2, p. 465; R. H. Hewsen, Armenia Maritima: the historical geogra- 
phy of Cilicia // Armenian Cilicia, ed. by R. G. Hovhannisian and S. Payaslian, Mazda 
Publishers, Costa Mesa, 2008, p. 43. 

7$ Savvides, On the origins, pp. 457-461. 


